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hi the ^f ! ;co ae-'uun Ijc F summer indicated thai I eet does not icacb .icesv;;<> a ^ta xtaio 
diagnosis da!aba>e iv obtain -tfandatd diagnosis eritena iu>i to coon-nurieate tb*. st.aal.ird 
xii.ip.>*Ms eiuer o V the ireeic.d pr.K.U!:onc7, I lie L\<ii!\r ( c: thor. assorted ih.r \h r,je\ m c«i 2 
b:,-„ 4" c-^ b .no '-■> and Intoae </o H aeho> accessing a standard ttiagno^v dat ^ to o^am 
^andvd b'ag;W^ a inoia are \- tommun ..ate the d:agn<>s.s cMte.Vi !>-. ibe mv.cic.ii p-a.n;none T 
in aJv;os jesson dated 5 2 0 2 :hc I xannncr nuhcafed 'Jut c>\ 2 lotes ^o.<.n of\\kUo\ 
tcu bos d'ai.atvis-Kis_-e: ge.de mos mar car He used dtir.ng \ anoi^ .^;t ] o? the _mneai deepen 
process. 

Mcliroy states that "jejach guideline is intended to lead a system user through a. sequent 
of interactive data-collection cu cries basal on the specified heath care condition observed in an 
individual patient.*' Col. 5 lines M -34. Further, Mcliroy states that "[al guideline is not a fixed 
formula or cookbook, although it must he a definite step by step algorithm that can be coded; 
rather, a guideline present? a disciplined framework or process to guide and assist the user, such 
as a health care provider, in identifying appropriate treatment." Col. ? lines 47-52. The specific 
p'.v i b m s '.o », : nnax ^b <\ \U % e; diasmo^ o ^ed 1 i mv >.t,\ c 
question and answer methodology." the answer being selectable from predetermined sets of 
answers (e.g., pass, fall muJiiple-choicc selection). Coi. 2 ; lines 66-67; col. 12, lines 9-1 7 
Accordingly. Applicant respectfully submits thai standard diagnosis criteria does not encompass 
a "guideline" per Mcliroy. Accordingly, Meiiroy does not teach "first means for accessing a 
standard diagnosis database to obtain standard diagnosis criteria corresponding to the diagnosis 
input by the medical practitioner, the standard diagnosis criteria identifying standard criteria for 
2e"< v.xL the dt u ;^n<5si<- .npot the memeat practitioner" not "second mi. at- vr c 'mnnanedting 
ihc -diagnosis criteria and any alarm to the rnedical practitioner, thereby enabling the physician to 
retrospectively consider the appropriateness of the diagnosis or treatment plan", as recited In 
amended claim i . 
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Accordingly, lor at least these reasons. Applicant respectfully submits that independent 
claim 1 and claims 2. 4-8.. 14-15, and 30-32 dependent therefrom are patentable over Loot in 
view of Mcllroy and respectfully requests that the rejection be withdrawn. 

In paragraph 4(M K the Examiner rejected independent claim 33 under 35 USC § 103(a) 
as unpatentable over Leet in view of Mcliroy. Claim 33 as amended reads as follows: 

3 J, (Currently Amended) A computerized method for providing assistance to 
a medical practitioner, the method comprising: 

receiving new patient data regarding a patient, a diagnosis regarding ike- 
patient, and a treatment plan for the patient' from a medical practitioner hv a 
personal communicator; 

using a standard diagnosis criteria database to determine standard 
diagnosis criteria, the standard diagnosis criteria identifying standard criteria for 
deriving the diagnosis input by medical practitioner; 

comparing the new patient data, the diagnosis and the treatment plan 
against the new patient data, known patient data and against a medical database; 

generating an alarm to the medical practitioner in response to the 
comparison if the diagnosis or the treatment plan seems inappropriate; 

communicating the standard diagnosis criteria and any alarm to- the 
medical practitioner, diarchy enabling die physician to reirosgi < tively con. ider 
the appropriateness of the diagnosis or treatment plan; and 

>/ '! W'V'i ,n in u it "Of J< ^ \ 

initiating implementation of the treatment plan; and 
allowing the medical practitioner to revise, the diagnosis or 
treatment plan. 



Chum 33 includes limitations similar to claim 1. For example, claim 33 requires "using a 
standard diagnosis criteria database to determine standard diagnosis criteria, the standard 
diagnosis criteria identifying standard criteria for deriving the diagnosis input by medical 
practitioner", ''communicating the standard diagnosis criteria and any alarm to the medical 
practitioner, thereby enabling the physician to retrospectively consider the appropriateness of the 
diagnosis or treatment plan" and "allowing the medical practitioner to revise the diagnosis or 
treatment plan". Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 33 and claims 34, 36 
<>^d ";~ dere^-fen* •h«~i«f-..n jre pater;n>b'e ox er Leet in view of Mcliroy and respectfully 
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i'n paragraph 5, the Examiner rejected claims 9 and 10 under 35 USC $ 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Leer in view of Mcllroy and further in view of Port wood. Porrwood leaches 
determining drug interactions. Like Leet. and Mcllroy, Portwood does not teach accessing or 
communicating standard diagnosis criteria as recited in claim I. Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully submit that claims 9 and 10, which depend from claim I. are patentable over Leet 
m view of Mcllroy and lurther m view of Portwood and respectfully requests that the rejection 
be withdrawn. 

j s f \ hi . t a n s h * u K - o > v j , s 

unpatentable over Leet in view of Mcllroy and further in view of Evans. Evans teaches 
annotating x-rays and using x-rays to part of the diagnostic process. However, like Leet and 
Mcllroy.. cvans does not teach accessing or communicating standard diagnosis criteria as recited 
in claim 1. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that claim I K which depends from 
chun Lis patentable over Leet in view of Mcllroy and further in view of Evans and respectfully 
u'C^sK 5 c ! \ wcou he ^s'Luv^r 

In paragraph 7, the Examiner rejected claim 23 under 35 USC § 103(a) as unpatentable 
»wr Leet m view of Mcllroy and further in view of Barry. Barry teaches a personal 
communis, ator with red alerts and yellow alerts. However, like Leet and Mcllroy, Barry does nut 
teach accessing or communicating standard diagnosis criteria as recited in claim I . Accordingly, 
Applicant respectfully submits that churn 23, which, depends from claim L is patentable ever 
I ee* s " ev <n VcDroy and further in view of Barry and respectfully requests that the rejection 

>V.r at le-vs 5 the n^eg'Mu-.- reason*, Applicant respeafuiis n;b--rt^ fmu the ?5 I >.t ) 
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Should the Examiner have any questions concerning the foregoing, the Examiner is 
ioviied to telephone the undersigned attorney at 650,856.391 1 . 



Respectfully submitted. 



Date: 




Marc a. Sookol 

Reg. No. 40.823 

2225 East Baysho-e Road. Suiie 2 i o 

Palo Alto, CA 94303 
Teh 650.856:3911 
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